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FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

[Docket  Nos.  R-411  and  RM74-41 

ADVANCES  FOR  GAS  EXPLORATION, 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  PRODUCTION 

Order  on  Remand  From  Court  Opinion  Ter¬ 
minating  Investigation  and  Terminating 
Advance  Payment  Program  With  Con¬ 
ditions 

December  31,  1975. 

In  the  matter  of  accounting  and  rate 
treatment  of  advances  included  in  ac¬ 
count  No.  166,  Advances  for  Gas  Explo¬ 
ration,  Development  and  Production. 

On  April  28,  1975,  the  Commission  in¬ 
stituted  an  investigation  of  the  advance 
payments  program  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  mandate  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Circuit,  in  Public  Service  Com¬ 
mission  of  the  State  of  New  York  v. 
Federal  Power  Commission,  511  P.  2d 
388  (CADC  1975)  wherein  the  Court  re¬ 
manded  the  record  related  to  Order  Nos. 
465  and  499  to  the  Commission  with  in¬ 
structions  to  make  further  findings,  and 
secure  further  comments,  data,  and  rele¬ 
vant  evidence,  with  respect  to  four  basic 
areas  to  determine  the  validity  of  the 
Commission’s  action  in  extending  the  ad-, 
vance  payments  program  for  one  year  in 
Order  No.  465,  and  for  two  years  in  Order 
No.  499.  Specifically,  the  Court  held  that 
(1)  the  data  presented  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  Order  Nos.  465  and  499  as  justi¬ 
fication  for  its  extensions  and  expansions 
of  the  advance  payment  programs  did 
net  provide  an  adequate  basis  for  deter¬ 
mining  whether  the  program’s  gas  sup¬ 
ply  enhancing  objectives  were  satisfac¬ 
torily  met  at  an  acceptable  level  of  ulti¬ 
mate  economic  cost  to  the  consumers,  (2) 
the  Commission  had  failed  to  consider 
the  effect  of  other  ihethods  of  enhancing 
capital  formation  including  those  imple¬ 
mented  by  it  since  the  institution  of  the 
advance  payment  program,  (3)  the  Com¬ 
mission  had  failed  to  focus  on  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  need  for  and  effect  of 
onshore  and  offshore  advances,  and  (4) 
had  inadequately  considered  the  treat¬ 
ment  to  be  given  to  advances  which  result 
in  the  acquisition  of  working  interests  by 
pipelines  or  their  production  affiliates. 

In  order  to  comply  with  the  Court’s 
mandate,  the  Commission  compiled  a 
list  of  all  natural  gas  pipelines  subject 
to  its  jurisdiction  who  had  made  advance 
payments  to  producers  under  the  ad¬ 
vance  payment  program.  These  pipelines 
were  made  respondents  to  this  investiga¬ 
tion  and  required  by  June  15,  1975,  to 
complete  and  return  the  questionnaire 
attached  as  Appendix  B  to  the  order. 
’The  questionnaire  was  similar  to  the 
Form  102  used  to  gather  data  for  the 
evaluations  conducted  prior  to  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  Order  No.  465  and  Order  No.  499 
with  the  significant  exception,  inter  alia, 
that  it  required  a  breakdown  of  proven 
and  probable  reserves  on  a  contract  by 
contract  basis.  * 

When  the  Commission  received  the 
completed  questionnaires,  they  were 


compiled  and  noticed  for  comments  by 
order  issued  July  9,  1975.'  In  that  order, 
the  Commission  also  made  all  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers,  who  have  received  advances  from 
the  pipelines  (as  indicated  on  the  ques¬ 
tionnaires)  respondents  to  this  proceed¬ 
ing  and  required  them,  as  well  as  the 
pipelines  li'^ted  in  the  appendix  to  the 
April  28,  1975,  order  to  file  comments, 
data,  sworn  prepared  testimony,  exhibits 
and/or  whatever  information  the  re¬ 
spondents  may  consider  to  be  appropri¬ 
ate  on  each  and  every  advance  payment 
agreement  to  which  the  respondent  is  a 
party."  The  comments  were  to  be  direct¬ 
ed  to,  inter  alia,  the  following  Commis¬ 
sion  inquiries ; 

(1)  How  much  of  the  proven  and  prob¬ 
able  reserves  related  to  the  i>articular 
advance  payment  agreement  would  not 
have  been  forthcoming  to  the  interstate 
market  but  for  the  advance? 

(2)  If  the  advance  was  a  necessary  fac¬ 
tor  in  securing  the  dedication  of  the  re¬ 
serves  to  the  interstate  market,  was  it  due 
to  (1)  the  fact  that  the  producer  had  in¬ 
sufficient  capital  available  from  alternate 
sources  to  imdertake  the  necessary  ex¬ 
ploration,  development,  and  production 
activity  or  (2)  competitive  pressures 
from  other  prospective  purchasers  or  (3) 
other  reasons.  If  due  to  competitive  pres¬ 
sure  from  other  purchasers  or  other  rea¬ 
sons,  specify. 

(3)  In  addition  to  the  information  re¬ 
quested  in  question  2,  all  producer  re¬ 
spondents  shall  indicate  regarding  each 
advance  received,  what  alternate  sources 
of  capital  were  available  at  the  time  the 
particular  advance  was  made  by  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  why  such  sources  were  not  suffi¬ 
cient,  absent  the  advance,  to  ensure  ex¬ 
ploration,  development  and  production 
of  the  tract  covered  by  the  advance  pay¬ 
ment  agreement,  and  to  ensure  the  dedi¬ 
cation  and  delivery  to  the  interstate  mar¬ 
ket  of  the  proven  and  probable  reserves 
attributable  to  the  advance  payment 
agreement.  In  discussing  alternate 
sources  of  capital,  specific  reference  shall 
be  made  to  the  exact  source  of  the  alter¬ 
nate  capital;  i.e.  was  the  capital  gen¬ 
erated  by  the  national  rate  prescribed  in 
Opinion  No.  699-H,  issued  December  4, 
1974,  in  Docket  No.  R-389-B;  by  the  op¬ 
tional  pricing  procedure  set  forth  in 
Order  No.  455,  48  FPC  218  (1972);  by 
special  relief  from  area  rate  provisions 
such  as  George  Mitchell,  et  al..  Opinion 
No.  649;  or  by  other  provisions  or  from 
other  sources. 

(4)  All  respondents  shall  indicate  what 
portion  of  gas  that  would  have  eventu¬ 
ally  been  forthcoming  to  the  interstate 
market  without  advance  payments,  such 


'  By  Notice  issued  August  14.  1975,  the  due 
date  for  such  comments  was  extended  to 
September  20,  1975.  Reply  comments  were  to 
be  filed  on  or  before  October  20,  1975. 

’If  the  advance  payment  agreement  cov¬ 
ered  more  than  one  prospect,  the  responses 
were  to  be  broken  down  on  a  prospect  by 
prospect  basis. 


as  gas  from  offshore  areas,  actually 
reached  the  market  sooner  as  a  result  of 
the  particular  advance  than  it  would 
have  absent  the  advance  payment.  In 
this  regard,  what  is  a  reasonable  estimate 
of  the  time  saved  as  a  result  of  the  pro¬ 
gram’s  speeding  of  capital  formation? " 

(5)  All  respondents  shall  comment 
upon  the  rationale  set  forth  in  Order  Nos. 
465  and  499  for  permitting  rate  base 
treatment  for  advances  resulting  in  the 
acquisition  of  a  working  interest  by  a 
pipeline  of  a  pipeline  affiliated  producer. 
Also  comments  shall  be  filed  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  the  benefits  from  a  working  interest 
should  be  retained  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  pipeline  or  credited  to  the  pipeline’s 
cost  of  service.  The  advisability  of  rate 
base  treatment  of  advances  resulting  in 
the  acquisition  of  working  interest  by  a 
pipeline  or  a  pipeline  affiliated  producer 
should  also  be  discussed  in  light  of  the 
Commission’s  policy,  prescribed  in  Order 
No.  441,  of  crediting  to  cost  of  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  benefits  of  economic  interests 
other  than  working  interests.* 

In  responding  to  questions  1  through  5, 
the  respondents  were  required  to  file  such 
documentation  as  essential  to  support 
tJieir  responses  to  these  questions.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  requiring  the  aforementioned 
respondents  to  submit  responses  to  the 
previously  mentioned  questions,  we  also 
invited  parties,  including  members  of  our 
staff,  to  file  comments  concerning  the  is¬ 
sues  raised  by  the  Court’s  opinion,  and 
discussed  in  the  instant  order,  as  well  as 
any  other  issues  relevant  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  advance  payment  program  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  capital  commitment  for  required 
exploration  and  development. 

Furthermore,  by  order  issued  Septem¬ 
ber  16,  1975,  the  Commission  issued  a 
notice  of  oral  argument  to  hear  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  April  28,  1975,  order;  as  well  as 
certain  issues  raised  below  in  addition  to 
all  issues  rajsed  by  this  Commission’s  ad¬ 
vance  payment  program.  Specifically,  the 
Commission’s  notice  stated; 

If  the  Commission  finds  after  its  in¬ 
vestigation  that  the  record  evidence  in 


’  In  light  of  the  detail  required  In  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  and  in  the  comments,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  indicated  that  it  would  be  able  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  advances  are  attributable  to  off¬ 
shore  areas  and  which  to  onshore  areas  and 
thus  evaluate  the  different  factors  relevant  to 
each  category. 

*Por  purposes  of  clarification  we  hereby 
restate  the  following  definition  of  “working 
interest”  and  economic  interest  other  than 
“working  interests,”  which  were  originally 
set  forth  in  Order  No.  441 : 

Working  Interest — An  interest  embodying 
operating  rights  and/or  the  right  to  share  in 
production  oor  revenues  from  the  producing 
venture,  so  that  its  receipt  of  production  or 
revenues  will  increase  as  the  production  or 
revenues  from  the  producing  venture  in¬ 
crease,  without  any  termination  of  such  right 
to  receive  production  or  revenues  after  the 
return  of  the  amount  of  any  related  advance 
payment. 

Economic  Interests — All  interests  other 
than  a  working  Interest. 
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this  proceeding  does  not  justify  the  ad¬ 
vance  payments  imder  contracts  subject 
to  Order  Nos.  465  £md  499,  should  the 
Commission  then  order  refunds  to  con¬ 
sumers  of  all  monies  collected  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  inclusion  of  Order  Nos.  465 
and  499  advances  in  rate  base  or  should 
such  refimds  be  limited  to  costs  related 
to  amounts  advanced  to  producers,  but 
not  actually  spent  by  the  producer  for 
exploration,  development  smd  produc¬ 
tion  by  December  31,  1975.  If  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  be  terminated  should  the 
Commission  prohibit  inclusion  in  rate 
base  of  any  further  advances  made  after 
December  31,  1975,  imder  advance  i>ay- 
ments  contracts  executed  jjrior  to  De¬ 
cember  31,  1975? 

The  Commission’s  September  16, 1975, 
notice  also  called  for  discussion  concern¬ 
ing  the  problems  arising  from  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Public  Utilities  Commission’s  pro¬ 
gram  providing  for  interest  payments  by 
intrastate  natural  gas  distributors  In 
California  to  producers  in  Alaska  for  gas 
to  be  delivered  at  a  future  date,  and  this 
Commission’s  advance  payment  program 
in  Alaska.* 

’The  significant  results  of  the  investiga¬ 
tion  were  compiled  and  tabulated  by  the 
Commission’s  staff  and  the  reports  are 
attached  hereto  as  Appendices  B  and  C. 
Appendix  B  “Analysis  of  Producer  Re¬ 
sponses  To  Investigation  of  Advance 
Payment  Program’’  is  a  compilation  of 
the  answers  filed  by  producers  to  the 
5  questions  set  forth  by  the  Commission’s 
April  28,  1975,  order.  Appendix  C  is  an 
update,  as  of  April  1,  1975,  of  the  Sum¬ 
mary  Reports  attached  to  Order  Nos. 
465  and  499.  ’Die  Summary  Report  is 
based  on  data  submitted  by  pipelines 
making  the  advances  and  contains  a 
compilation  of,  inter  alia,  advances  com¬ 
mitted,  advances  made,  and  proven  and 
potential  reserves  associated  with  such 
advances. 

OVXBALL  EVALUATIOH  Or  THK  PROGRAM 

1.  Offshore.  Many  producer-respond¬ 
ents  and  pipeline  respondents  argued 
that  advance  payments  to  producers  In 
Offshore  Texas  Gulf  Coast  and  Offshore 
Louisiana  were  beneficial  and  helpful  in 
development  of  offshore  natural  gas  re¬ 
serves.  However,  a  review  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer  responses  indicates,  as  shown  on 
Schedule  I  of  Appendix  B,  that  for  the 
total  advance  payment  program  1,020,- 
244,370  Mcf  of  proven  reserves  out  of  a 
total  of  7,827,619,800  Mcf  associated  with 
offshore  advances  could  be  said,  with  a 
a  hiidi  degree  of  certainty,  to  have  reach¬ 
ed  the  interstate  market  sooner  as  a 
result  of  advance  payments  made  to  off¬ 
shore  producers.*  As  also  indicated  on 
Schedule  I  of  Appendix  B,  offshore  ad¬ 
vances  accounted  for  most  of  the  money 


^  Responses  were  received  from  the  parties 
listed  in  Appendix  A. 

•  Because  of  the  scope  of  the  Commission’s 
jurisdiction  over  offshore  production,  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  offshore  re¬ 
serves  would  be  dedicated  to  the  interstate 
market  is  not  relevant. 


advanced  to  producers  under  the  pro¬ 
gram.  More  specifically.  Schedules  1(c) 
and  1(d)  of  Appendix  C  show  that  for 
Order  Nos.  465  and  499,  respectively, 
approximately  90%  of  the  money  ad¬ 
vanced  under  those  orders  was  advanced 
to  offshore  producers  in  the  Texas  Gulf 
Coast  and  Southern  Louisiana  area.* 

At  the  oral  argument  held  on  October 
23,  1975,  as  well  as  in  the  responses  filed, 
several  pipelines*  argued  that  offshore 
advances  cannot  be  shown  to  have  had  a 
quantifiable  accelerating  effect  and  that 
the  net  result  of  offshore  advances  is  to 
determine  that  one  pipeline  receives  the 
gas  rather  than  another.  Moreover,  the 
pipelines  cited  the  financial  burdens 
heaped  upon  pipelines  resulting  from  off¬ 
shore  and  onshore  advances  and  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  program  be  discon¬ 
tinued  and  that  Order  499  be  allowed  to 
expire  by  its  own  terms  such  that  ad¬ 
vances  make  pursuant  to  contracts  en¬ 
tered  into  after  December  31,  1975,  would 
not  receive  rate  base  treatment.  As  afore¬ 
said,  some  pipelines  and  producers  gen¬ 
erally  supported  offshore  advances  and 
stated  that  they  were  generally  boiefi- 
cial. 

The  Public  Service  Commission  of  the 
State  of  New  York  (New  York)  restated 
its  contention  that  offshore  advances 
have  not  had  an  “accelerating”  effect 
and  that  such  advances  are  mere  “com¬ 
mitment  fees”  enabling  one  interstate 
pipeline  to  get  gas  from  a  given  prospect, 
rather  than  another  interstate  pipeline. 
New  York  also  argued  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  did  not  consider  the  effects  of  ad¬ 
vance  pajrment  program  in  setting  the 
area  and  national  producer  rate  levels 
for  either  offshore  or  onshore  producers. 

Our  review  of  the  responses  from  in¬ 
terested  parties,  as  well  as  the  entire 
record  of  the  investigation,  shows  that 
some  advances  have  aided  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  offshore  natural  gas  reserves. 
However,  we  cannot  find,  based  on  this 
record,  that  there  was  sufficient  quantifi¬ 
able  acceleration  or  initiation  of  ex¬ 
ploration,  development  and  production 
of  offshore  reserves  to  meet  the  test  laid 
down  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  these 
proceedings. 

We  note  that  this  finding  is  made  more 
difficult  by  the  inherently  speculative  na¬ 
ture  of  the  test  we  are  asked  to  apply. 
The  myriad  factors  which  infiuence 
managerial  decisions  with  regard  to  pro¬ 
curing  gas  for  the  interstate  market  in¬ 
clude  fiscal  and  monetary  policy,  gen¬ 
eral  business  and  economic  conditions, 
and  the  regulatory  climate,  as  well  as  the 
managers’  predictions  atout  each  of 
these.  In  making  judgments  about  the 
outcome  of  decisions  based  on  these 
factors  we  are  forced  to  rely  heavily  on 
the  self-serving  predictions  of  inter¬ 
ested  parties  and  to  speculate  ex  post 
facto  about  events  which  did  not  occur. 


'The  money  advanced  In  Categories  (8) 
and  (4)  on  those  schedules  is  almost  all  for 
offshore  prospects. 

*  'Transwestem,  Texas  Eastern,  'Dransco, 
United.  Tennessee.  Southern  Natural,  Florida 
Gas.  Mid  Louisiana,  and  Texas  Gas. 


Just  as  one  can  speculate  about  the  re¬ 
sults  for  the  national  economy  if  wage 
and  price  controls  had  not  begun  in 
1971,  we  may  speculate  about  the  results 
in  the  absence  of  the  sulvance  payments 
program.  In  either  case,  however,  no 
more  than  an  informed  speculation  is 
possible. 

Furthermore,  we  are  not  able  to  find 
from  our  consideration  herein  that  the 
advance  payment  program  offshore  has 
had  the  significant  substantial  impact  on 
development  of  natural  gas  reserves  that 
was  expected  of  the  program  at  its  in¬ 
ception.  Accordingly,  as  a  matter  of  pub¬ 
lic  policy,  we  shall  allow  the  offshore  por¬ 
tion  of  the  advance  pasrment  program  to 
expire  as  of  the  time  and  date  of  issuance 
of  this  order.  Our  treatment  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutory  portion  of  offshore  advance  pay¬ 
ment  contracts  subject  to  Order  Nos.  465 
and  499,  as  well  as  the  propriety  of  re¬ 
funds,  will  be  discussed  later  in  this 
order. 

2.  Onshore  Advances.  Schedule  n  of 
Appendix  B  indicates  that  within  the 
lower  48  states,  there  was  evidence  to 
indicate  that  advance  payments  onshore 
under  all  orders  (410,  441,  465  and  499) 
had  a  beneficial  effect  For  58%  of  the 
onshore  advances  ($158  million),  with 
which  was  associated  2.4  trillion  cubic 
feet  (Tcf )  of  proved  reserves,*  it  was  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  producers  that  they  had 
insufficient  amounts  of  capital  from 
other  sources,  and  that  the  advance  was 
a  critical  and  necessary  factor  in  secur¬ 
ing  the  dedication  of  these  reserves  for 
the  interstate  market.  Other  onshore 
producer  responses  indicate  that  onshore 
advances  secured  gas  for  the  interstate 
market  by  offsetting  such  factors  as  low 
interstate  producer  prices,  margintd  well 
production,  competitive  pressure  from 
the  intrastate  market  and  the  high  risks 
associated  with  the  development  of  cer¬ 
tain  properties. 

At  the  oral  argument,  these  conten¬ 
tions  were  restated  by  a  representative 
for  a  group  of  small  producers  **  as  well 
as  some  of  the  pipkine  participants. 
New  York  stated  that,  in  all  probability, 
favorable  evidence  would  be  found  to 
support  onshore  advances.  However,  New 
York  recommended  alternatives  to  such 
advances  such  as  interest-bearing  pipe¬ 
line  loans  to  small  onshore  producers  or 
arrangements  onshore  wherein  the  pipe¬ 
line  would  receive  a  working  interest. 
The  pipelines  opposing  continuation  of 
the  advance  payment  program**  also 
stated  that  (mshore  advances  were  bene¬ 
ficial.  but  recommended  that  instead  of 
extending  the  advance  paymait  pro¬ 
gram.  the  Commission  could  best  assure 
development  of  onshore  gas  and  its  dedi¬ 
cation  to  the  Interstate  market  through 


■These  percentagee  are  of  the  total  pro¬ 
ducer  responses  recelred.  Producer  responses 
onshore  were  received  for  approximately  90% 
of  the  proved  reserves  Indicated  In  the  Sum¬ 
mary  Report  (Appendix  C) . 

“  See  Transcript  of  Oral  Argument,  Voliune 
1  (’Tr.  196-205)  in  Docket  Nos.  R-411  and 
RM74-4. 

See  Footnote  8  above. 
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raising  the  flowing  gas  rate  in  Docket 
No.  R-478,  and  through  the  use  of  pro¬ 
ducer  special  relief  procedures  on  mar¬ 
ginal  properties. 

Our  review  of  the  evidence  submitted 
and  compiled  in  this  investigation  indi¬ 
cates  that  there  is  more  record  support 
for  onshore  advances,  than  for  offshore 
advances. 

As  indicated  above,  there  is  evidence 
that  much  of  the  new  proved  reserves  as¬ 
sociated  with  onshore  advance  payments 
would  not  have  been  developed  and  ded¬ 
icated  to  the  interstate  market  but  for 
the  advances.  As  discussed  in  connection 
with  offshore  advances,  however,  this 
judgment,  too,  is  based  on  retrospective 
predictions  about  a  state  of  events  which 
did  not  occur.  We  do  find  that  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  the  Court  of  Appeals’  test  can  ra¬ 
tionally  be  aiH>lied,  the  onshore  advances 
meet  this  test. 

We  believe,  as  a  matter  of  public  pol¬ 
icy,  it  is  time  to  end  the  advance  pay¬ 
ment  program  onshore,  as  well  as  off¬ 
shore,  and  to  use  other  means  to  in¬ 
crease  the  necessary  cash  flow  to  onshore 
producers.  We  note  that  on  August  28, 
1975,  we  issued  Opinion  742,**  which  per¬ 
mits  small  producers,  most  of  whom  op¬ 
erate  onshore,  to  collect  a  just  and  rea¬ 
sonable  rate  equal  to  130%  of  the  ap¬ 
plicable  area  or  national  rate  for  large 
producers.  Moreover,  in  Docket  No. 

478,  we  have  today  issued  Opinion  No. 
748  which  increases  the  rate  for  flowing 
gas  for  producers  and  we  have  before  us 
a  proposal  in  Docket  No.  RM75-14  to 
-  review  new  gas  rates  for  producers.  Those 
proceedings  are  the  appropriate  place  to 
consider  recognized  need  for  increased 
cash  flow  for  the  exploration,  develop¬ 
ment  and  production  of  onshore,  as  well 
as  offshore  reserves,  for  the  interstate 
maiicet.  Moreover,  where  appropriate,  as 
in  the  case  of  marginal  properties,  we 
encourage  parties  to  file  under  our  spe¬ 
cial  relief  procedures.  This  increased 
cash  flow  is  necessary  if  we  are  ever  to 
get  more  gas  into  the  interstate  mar¬ 
ket.  We  shall  discuss  the  treatment  of  the 
executory  portion  of  onshore  advance 
ptayment  contracts  subject  to  Orders  465 
and  499,  as  well  as  the  refund  issue  as  it 
relates  to  onshore  advances,  later  in  this 
order. 

3.  Alaskan  Advances.  As  of  April  1, 
1975,  the  cut-off  date  for  responses  for 
the  Summary  Report  in  Appendix  C, 
there  were  no  Alaskan  advances  made 
imder  Order  499.  Order  499  was  the  first 
and  only  advance  payment  rulemaking 
order  specifically  permitting  rate  base 
treatment  for  advances  in  Alaska.  How¬ 
ever,  we  believe  it  necessary  and  appro¬ 
priate  to  evaluate  the  entire  Alaskan  ad¬ 
vance  payment  program  in  order  to  de¬ 
termine  the  proper  disposition  of  both 
pre-Order  499  Alaskan  advances  and  ad¬ 
vances  made  under  contracts  executed 
on  or  after  December  28,  1973,  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  Order  499.  Schedule  I  of  Ap¬ 
pendix  B  indicates  that  approximately 
64%  of  the  proved  reserves  associated 
with  advances  would  have  been  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  interstate  market  absent 


- PPC - in  Docket  No.  R-393. 


advance  payments,  according  to  pro¬ 
ducer  responses.  'The  producers  also 
state,  however,  that  substantial  accelera¬ 
tion  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  Alaskan 
advances.  Schedule  n  of  Appendix  B  in¬ 
dicates  that  responses  from  producers 
who  control  35%  of  the  proved  reserves 
indicate  that  sufficient  capital  was  not 
available  absent  the  advance  payment 
program. 

At  oral  argument,  several  parties 
stated  specific  support  for  the  Alaskan 
advance  payment  program  including 
Natural  Gas  Pipe  line  Company,  North¬ 
ern  Natural,  Panhandle  &  Trunkline, 
ARCO,  Exxon  and  Southern  California 
Gas  Company,  citing  the  higher  costs  of 
exploration  and  development  and  the  ac¬ 
celeration  effect  these  advances  are  hav¬ 
ing. 

However,  Alaskan  advances  were 
strongly  opposed  by  the  Arizona  Group 
('The  Arizona  Commission,  Tuscon  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  and  Arizona  Public  Service 
Company)  since,  it  was  alleged,  the  ma¬ 
jor  pipelines  are  tying  up  all  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer  reserves  in  Alaska  and  prejudging 
the  Section  7  proceedings  which  will 
take  place  before  tiiis  Commission  re¬ 
garding  certification  of  sales  and  trans¬ 
portation  of  Alaskan  gas  to  the  lower  48 
states.  The  Arizona  Group  noted  that 
Order  529  ’*  required  pipelines  making 
advances  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  in  the 
lower  48  states,  to  receive  long-term 
commitments  of  the  gas  associated  with 
the  advance.  Thus,  areas  not  served  by 
pipelines  making  Alaskan  advances, 
such  as  Arizona,  would  be  precluded 
from  getting  any  Alaskan  gas. 

Therefore,  the  Arizona  Group  urges 
that  the  Alaskan  advance  payment  pro¬ 
gram  be  terminated  forthwith:  that  com¬ 
mitments  under  existing  contracts  to 
make  future  Alaskan  advances  not  be 
honored;  and  that  the  Commission 
clearly  indicate  in  a  policy  statement 
that  Alaskan  advances  or  interest  pay¬ 
ments,  such  as  those  approved  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  intrastate  distribution  com¬ 
panies,  will  not  prejudge  the  Section  7 
certificate  proceedings  involving  Alaskan 
gas. 

Alaskan  advances  were  also  strongly 
opposed  by  representatives  from  various 
California  groups  including  a  California 
consumer  group  named  TURN  (Toward 
Utility  Rate  Normalization)  represented 
by  Sylvia  Siegel:  the  Cities  of  San  Diego, 
Los  Angeles,  Santa  Barbara,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco;  as  well  as  the  California  Public 
Utilities  Commission.  Basically,  these 
parties  argued  that  the  FPC’s  Alaskan 
advance  payment  program  was  being 
used  by  producers  in  Alaska,  such  as 
Exxon  and  ARCO,  to  “blackmail”  the 
California  Commission  as  well  as  Cali¬ 
fornia  consumers,  by  allegedly  “forcing” 
the  California  Commission  into  approv¬ 
ing  interest  payment  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  intrastate  California  distributors 
and  Alaskan  producers  on  the  threat 
that  if  such  arrangements  were  not  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  California  Commission  by 
a  date  certain,  the  producer  would  ter- 


Issued  June  17,  1975,  in  Docket  No. 
RM75-5;  rehearing  denied.  Order  No.  529-A, 
issued  August  15,  1975. 


minate  the  arrangement  and  seek  an 
advance  payment  under  Order  No.  499 
from  an  interstate  pipeline  from  another 
area  of  the  country  and  thus  commit 
the  Alaskan  gas  to  that  interstate  pipe¬ 
line."  Thus,  all  parties  from  California 
(with  the  exception  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  Gas  Company)  recommended 
rapid  termination  of  this  Commission’s 
advance  payment  program  insofar  as 
Alaskan  advances  are  conc»ned. 

Under  Order  No.  499,  only  four  con¬ 
tracts  have  been  entered  into  by  pipe¬ 
lines  and  producers  for  Alaskan  gas; 
Panhandle  and  ARCO  dated  May  30, 
1975;  Texas  Eastern  and  ARCO  dated 
June  30,  1975;  Northern  Natural  and 
Exxon  dated  ^ptember  29,  1975;  and 
Michigan- Wisconsin  and  E^on  dated 
October  24, 1975.  Although  amounts  have 
been  advanced  under  all  four  contracts, 
to  date  only  Panhandle  has  received  rate 
base  treatment  for  a  portion  of  such  ad¬ 
vances  ($16.4  million  out  of  $46.4  mil¬ 
lion  advanced)  .*" 

We  note  that  Alaskan  advances  are 
similar  to  offshore  advances  in  that,  as 
of  now,  there  is  no  intrastate  market  to 
compete  with  the  interstate  market  and 
no  prospect  of  such  a  market  developing 
in  Alaska  in  the  near  futiu'e.  Assuming 
that  all  Alaskan  gas  will  eventually  go 
interstate,  we  are  not  convinced,  based 
upon  our  findings  herein  on  offshore  ad¬ 
vances  in  the  lower  48  states,  that  any 
appreciable  and  quantifiable  accelera¬ 
tion  of  devdopment  and  production  of 
Alaskan  gas  will  ocdu*  sufficient  to  meet 
the  Court’s  test.  As  to  the  need  for  capi¬ 
tal,  we  note  that  both  ARCO  and  Exxon, 
the  recipients  of  Alaskan  advances  made 
under  499,  have  already  demonstrated 
their  ability  to  raise  capital  on  their  own 
by  the  fact  that  Exxon,  in  the  case  of 
this  Commission,  and  ARCO,  in  the  case 
of  the  California  Commission,  have  en¬ 
tered  into  arrangements  with  interstate 
pipelines  and  intrastate  distributors,  re¬ 
spectively,  whereby  they  would  not  re¬ 
ceive  advance  payments,  but  would  raise 
the  capital  on  their  own,  and  charge  the 
respective  interstate  pipelines  and  intra¬ 
state  distributors  the  interest  on  such 
capital  in  return  for  gas  to  be  delivered 
at  a  future  date.  As  this  Commission  cor¬ 
rectly  found  in  those  orders  which  dis¬ 
allowed  rate  treatment  in  pipeline  rate 
cases  for  the  interest  payment  arrange¬ 
ments,'"  such  arrangements  demonstrate 
a  prima  facie  case  for  the  proposition 
that  the  producer  is  able  to  generate  suf¬ 
ficient  (^pital  on  his  own  so  as  to  obviate 
the  need  for  advance  payments  in  any 
form.  Furthermore,  we  agree  with  those 
parties  who  in  their  comments,  and  at 
oral  argument,  opposed  this  Commis- 


•‘It  should  be  noted  that  In  statements 
filed  with  the  P.P.C.  after  oral  argument. 
ARCO  and  Exxon  replied  to  the  “blackmail” 
allegations  of  the  California  Commission  stat¬ 
ing.  inter  alia,  that  the  Interest  payment  ar¬ 
rangements  approved  by  the  California  Com¬ 
mission  were  made  pursuant  to  valid 
California  Commission  regulations. 

Texas  Eastern/ARCO:  $16.4  million  ad¬ 
vanced,  Northern/Exxon,  $58  milUon  ad¬ 
vanced,  Mich- Wls/ Exxon,  $58  million  ad¬ 
vanced. 
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slon’s  Alaskan  advance  payment  program 
as  being  contrary  to  the  national  interest 
in  permitting  a  few  pipelines,  among 
others,  to  tie  up  almost  all  of  the  Alas¬ 
kan  natural  gas  reserves,  to  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  others,  through  advance  pay¬ 
ments  with  little  or  no  benefit  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  consumer. 

After  weighing  all  the  factors,  the 
Commission  has  decided  in  the  pubUc 
interest  to  terminate  rate  base  treatment 
as  of  December  31, 1975,  fra:  Alaskan  ad¬ 
vances  made  under  contracts  executed 
after  December  28,  1973,  the  effective 
date  of  Order  499.  Accordingly,  any  pipe¬ 
line  presently  reflecting  such  advances 
in  its  rate  base  shall  be  required  to  flle, 
within  60  days  of  the  issuance  of  this 
order,  revised  rates  to  reflect  elimination 
of  such  advances.  Moreover,  we  note  that 
all  four  of  the  Alaskan  advance  pay¬ 
ments  contracts  which  are  subject  to 
Order  499  c(mtain  “escape  clauses”  which 
provide,  in  essence,  that  should  the  pipe¬ 
line  not  receive  rate  base  treatment  for 
the  advances,  all  monies  advanced  plus 
interest  will  be  refunded  to  the  pipeline 
making  the  advance  and  the  contract 
will  be  terminated.  After  consideration 
of  the  problems  presented  by  the  Alas¬ 
kan  advances,  and  after  weighing  all  the 
equities  related  thereto,  we  find  it  in  the 
public  interest  to  require  any  pipeline 
making  advances  under  the  orders  herein 
under  consideration  to  refund  all 
amounts  collected  as  a  result  of  includ¬ 
ing  these  advances  in  rate  base. 

We  are  also  this  day  issuing,  in  Docket 
No.  RP76-49,  a  proceeding  requirtag 
those  parties  to  the  pre-Order  499  Alas¬ 
kan  advance  payment  contracts  to  show 
cause  why  rate  base  treatment  should  not 
end  for  pre-Order  499  advances  made  in 
Alaska  as  of  December  31,  1975,  or  such 
other  date  as  the  Commission  might  find 
appropriate. 

It  is  appropriate  at  this  time  that  we 
restate  our  policy  enunciated  in  our  Sep¬ 
tember  16,  1975,  Order  in  Docket  Nos. 
R-411  and  RM74-4.  that  state  regulatory 
approval  of  arrangements,  such  as  those 
interest  payment  transactions  approved 
or  being  considered  by  the  California 
Commission,  does  not  and  will  not  obli¬ 
gate  this  Commission  to  certify  any  pro¬ 
posed  sales  or  transportation  arrange¬ 
ments  of  Alaska  gas  imder  Section  7  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act  to  the  advancing 
distributor. 

Refund  Issue  as  to  Lowke  48  States 
Advances 

As  indicated  above,  we  found  that  on¬ 
shore  advance  payments  did  attract  sig¬ 
nificant  new  or  additional  quantities  of 
gas  to  the  interstate  market,  and  thus 
met  our  imderstanding  of  the  court’s 
test  for  this  program,  while  offshore  ad¬ 
vance  payments  did  not.  However,  in  the 
exercise  of  this  Commission’s  Judgment 
as  to  proper  policy  in  this  field,  and  the 
costs  and  benefits  involved,  we  have 


^Northern  Natwai  Goa  Company,  - 

FPC - issued  July  11,  1975,  in  Docket  Noe. 

RP75-87  and  RP75-89;  Michigan  Wisconsin 

Pipe  Line  Company,  -  FPC  -  issued 

May  19,  1975,  in  Docket  No.  RP75-96. 


decided  to  terminate  the  program.  The 
question  thus  arises  as  to  whether  or  not 
refunds  of  carrying  costs  (return  and 
associated  taxes)  charged  to  rate  payors 
by  pipelines  making  advance  payments, 
should  be  made,  as  well  as  whether  ad¬ 
vances  presently  included  in  rate  base 
should  be  permitted  to  remain  in  rate 
base.  Although  these  issues  were  not 
addressed  in  the  responses,  several  par¬ 
ties  at  the  oral  argument  discussed 
than. 

All  of  the  major  interstate  pipelines, 
as  well  as  all  producers,  oppos^  any 
refunds  if  the  program,  is  terminated. 
The  interstate  natural  gas  pipelines  who 
are  members  of  the  Interstate  National 
Gas  Association  (INGA)  argued  that  if 
the  program  is  terminated,  no  refunds 
should  be  allowed  because  it  would  be 
“illegal”  for  the  Commission  to  do  so. 
citing  F.P.C.  V.  Hope  Natural  Gas  Com¬ 
pany,  320  n.S.  591  (1944),  which,  it  is 
alleged,  prohibits  “retroactive  ratemak¬ 
ing”  and  requires  the  Commission  to 
balance  consumer  interests  and  pipeline 
economic  health.  Moreover,  INGA  argued 
that  reftmds  cannot  be  ordered  because 
the  Court,  in  remanding  the  advance 
pa3rment  program  to  the  Commission, 
permitted  the  program  to  remain  in  ef¬ 
fect  thus  on  legal,  equitable  and  finan¬ 
cial  groxmds,  INGA  opposes  refunds  if 
the  program  is  terminated.  All  of  the 
major  interstate  pipelines  supported  this 
position  as  did  the  United  Distributtion 
Companies,  the  producers  participating 
in  the  argument,  and  the  Illinois  Com¬ 
mission.  Specifically,  INGA  stated  that 
a  study  was  made,  using  the  assumptions 
set  forth  in  Orders  465  and  499  regard¬ 
ing  the  cost  of  advance  payments  to 
consumers.  The  results  of  that  study,  ac¬ 
cording  to  INGA,  show  that  refunds 
(based  upon  carrying  charge  factor  for 
return  and  taxes  of  13% )  would  be  $292,- 
729,000  for  all  advances  made  imder  Or¬ 
ders  410,  441,  465  and  499,  estimated  as 
of  December  31, 1975.” 

’The  Louisiana  Land  &  Exploration 
Company  opposed  refunds  but  noted  that 
the  decision  whether  or  not  to  order  re¬ 
funds  was  based  upon  the  equities,  citing 
Consumer  Federation  v.  FJ*.C.,  (which 
vacated  this  Commission’s  180-day 
emergency  sale  program)  and  was  not  a 
per  se  legal  test,  as  was  implied  by  INGA. 
The  New  York  Commission  agreed  with 
Louisiana  Land  on  this  interpretation  of 
the  law,  and,  on  an  equitable  basis,  urged 
that  the  pipelines  who  have  gotten  no 
financial  benefit  from  the  program,  not 
be  required  to  make  refimds.  If  anyone 
should  make  refunds.  New  York  argued, 
it  should  be  the  producers.  However.  New 
York  did  not  recommend  that  the  pro¬ 
ducers  make  refunds  either,  but  did  sug¬ 
gest  in  passing  that,  in  lieu  of  refunds, 
the  Commission  might  want  to  consider 
making  the  producers  “maybe  spend 
some  money  onshore  and  devote  it  to  the 
interstate  market.”  (Tr.  322) . 

We  agree  with  New  York  and  Louisi¬ 
ana  Land  that  the  appropriate  test  for 
deciding  whether  or  not  to  order  refunds 
is  a  balancing  of  the  equities,  rather 
than  a  per  se  legal  test.”  However,  based 
upon  a  review  of  the  equities,  we  do  not 
find  that  refunds  from  either  the  pipe¬ 


lines  or  the  producers  would  be  in  the 
public  interest.  First  of  all,  as  we  noted 
above,  there  was  evidence  filed  which 
shows  that  the  program  was  in  part  a 
success,  as  for  some  of  the  offshore  ad¬ 
vances,  as  well  as  a  higher  proportion 
of  the  onshore  advances.  Moreover,  or¬ 
dering  the  pipelines  to  make  refimds 
would  impose  a  tremendous  financial 
hardship  on  the  pipelines  because  there 
is  no  guarantee  whatsoever  that  the  pipe¬ 
lines  would  be ’reimbursed  by  the  pro¬ 
ducers  for  the  caiTTing  charges  the  pipe¬ 
lines  would  have  to  refimd  to  their  cus¬ 
tomers.  Furthermore,  we  note  that  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  turned  down  the 
suggestion  of  the  New  York  Commission 
that  rate  base  treatment  for  advance 
payments  be  terminated  and  permitted 
the  advance  payment  program  lh  remain 
in  effect  pending  the  Commission’s  in¬ 
vestigation  of  the  program  on  remand. 
For  all  of  the  alorestated  reasons,  we 
find  that  using  the  Consumers'  test,  the 
equities  weigh  against  requiring  refunds 
of  camdng  charges  related  to  advances 
made  imder  Orders  465  and  499. 

”Tr.  17. 

As  to  advances  made  on  or  before  De¬ 
cember  31,  1975,  under  Orders  465  and 
499,  we  find,  bsised  upon  consideration 
of  the  equities  relating  to  the  refund  is¬ 
sue.  as  well  as  the  factors  considered  be¬ 
low  in  our  treatment  of  post-Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1975,  advances  in  the  lower  48 
states,  that  rate  base  treatment  for  ad¬ 
vances  made  on  or  before  December  31. 
1975,  should  be  continued  subject  to  the 
conditions  of  Orders  465  and  499.  as  ap¬ 
propriate. 

Treatment  or  Post-December  31,  1975 
Advances 

As  to  the  issue  of  rate  base  treatment 
of  post-December  31,  1975,  advances 
pursuant  to  lower  48  states  advance  pay¬ 
ments  contracts  subject  to  Orders  465 
and  499,  INGA  argued  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  should  honor  such  commitments, 
and  permit  rate  base  treatment.  There¬ 
fore,  INGA  argued  that  pipelines  might 
not  be  able  to  break  their  contracts  with 
producers  and  might  thus  be  required  to 
make  advances  to  producers  while  re¬ 
viewing  no  rate  base  treatment  or  other 
economic  reimbursement  from  their  cus¬ 
tomer.  The  New  York  Commission  indi¬ 
cated  that,  in  its  opinion,  rate  base 
treatment  for  such  advances  should  be 
allowed  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  no 
disruption  of  the  reserves  dedication 
provisions  of  the  advance  payment  con¬ 
tract  should  occur.  The  California  Com¬ 
mission  argued  that  rate  base  treatment 
for  such  advances  should  not  be  allowed 
since,  if  the  program  is  found  not  to 
meet  the  Court’s  test  in  New  York,  it 
would  be  an  empty  act  to  permit  rate 
base  treatment  for  the  executory  portion 
of  those  contracts  and  thus  allow  a  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  the  advance  payment 
program  to  continue. 

The  issue  of  rate  base  treatment  for 
post-December  31,  1975,  advances  under 
contracts  executed  under  Order  465  and 
499  must  be  decided  on  the  equities,  like 
the  issue  of  refunds.  It  would  not  be  in 


“See:  Consumer  Federattion  v.  FF.C. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  41,  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


2780 


NOTICES 


the  public  interest  to  place  pipelines  in 
the  possible  financial  jeopardy  that 
might  result  from  their  attempts  to  re¬ 
negotiate  advance  payments  contracts 
made  under  Orders  465  and  499  contain¬ 
ing  provisions  for  making  advances  after 
December  31, 1975,  in  the  lower  48  states. 
Our  review  of  these  contracts  indicates 
that  in  the  great  majority  of  contracts, 
the  pipelines  would  be  reared  to  make 
advances  whether  or  not  this  Commis¬ 
sion  allowed  the  pipelines  rate  base  treat¬ 
ment  for  such  advances.  Furthermore, 
we  note  again  that  the  n.S.  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals,  by  its  own  motion,  permitted  the 
program  to  remain  in  effect  diiring  this 
Commission’s  investigation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  on  remand.  Accordingly,  subject  to 
certain  conditions  set  forth  ^low,  it  is 
reasonable  and  appropriate  to  permit 
the  advance  payments  program  under 
Orders  465  and  499  in  the  lower  48  states 
to  expire  by  its  own  terms  and  to  permit 
rate  base  treatment  for  advances  made 
after  December  31,  1975,  pursuant  to 
contracts  made  under  Orders  465  and  499 
and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
below,  as  well  as  the  conditions  set  forth 
in  Orders  465  and  499. 

In  permitting  rate  base  treatment  for 
the  executory  portion  of  lower  48  states 
advance  paymoits  contracts  subject  to 
Orders  465  and  499,  it  is  necessary  that 
we  attach  certain  conditions  to  rate  base 
treatment  for  such  advances  to  ensure 
that  such  contracts  may  not  be  used  to 
perpetuate  the  advance  payments  pro¬ 
gram  indefinitely.  First,  we  note  that 
some  advance  payments  contracts  per¬ 
mit  the  addition  of  new  prospects  or 
tracts  from  time  to  time.  In  order  to 
limit  the  scope  of  such  contracts,  it  is 
necessary  to  provide  that  rate  base  treat¬ 
ment  will  not  be  authorized  for  advances 
on  prospects  or  tracts  added  to  advance 
payments  contracts  imder  Orders  465 
and  499  on  or  after' the  date  of  issuance 
of  this  order. 

In  addition,  we  shall  deny  rate  base 
treatment  for  any  advances  made  under 
the  executory  portion  of  existing  con¬ 
tracts  which  are  subject  to  Orders  465 
and  499  when  such  advance  is  made 
after  December  31, 1980. 

As  to  the  issue  of  the  appropriate 
treatment  of  advances  which  result  in 
the  acquisition  of  a  working  interest  by 
a  pipeline  or  a  pipeline  affiliate.  New 
York  reiterated  its  strong  opposition  to 
such  advances,  unless  the  revenues  from 
such  working  interest  are  credited  to 
the  pipeline’s  cost  of  service.  Consistent 
with  the  action  taken  with  respect  to  the 
advance  payment  program  in  general,  it 
is  appropriate  that  we  not  change  the 
treatment  for  advances  made  under 
Orders  465  and  499  which  result  in  the 
acquisition  of  a  working  interest  by  a 
pipeline  or  a  pipeline  affiliate. 

Our  action  with  respect  to  Alaskan 
advances,  coupled  with  our  treatment  of 
lower  48  states  advances  under  Orders 
465  and  499  and  our  intent  not  to  issue  a 
notice  of  rulemaking  to  extend  the  ad¬ 
vance  payments  program  to  contracts 
executed  after  December  31, 1975,  repre¬ 
sents  a  reasonable  and  appropriate  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  investigation  of  the  advance 


payment  program  in  Docket  Nos.  R-411 
and  RM74-4. 

The  Commission  further  finds:  Good 
cause  exists  to  terminate  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  advance  payment  program 
under  Orders  465  and  499,  as  hereinafter 
ordered  and  conditioned. 

The  Commission  orders:  (A)  The  in¬ 
vestigation  of  the  Commission’s  advance 
payment  program  under  Order  465  in 
Docket  No.  Rr-411  and  Order  499  in 
Docket  No.  RM74-4,  which  investigation 
was  instituted  by  our  order  issued  herein 
on  April  28,  1975,  is  terminated  as  pro¬ 
vided  below. 

(B)  Rate  base  treatment  for  Alaskan 
advances  made  under  contracts  executed 
on  or  after  December  28,  1973,  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  Order  No.  499,  shall  cease 
as  of  December  31,  1975,  and  any  pipe¬ 
line  presently  reflecting  such  advances 
in  its  rate  base  shall  file,  within  60  days 
of  the  issuance  of  this  order,  revis^ 
rates  reflecting  elimination  of  such  ad¬ 
vances.  Any  pipeline  which  has  made 
Alaskan  advances  pursuant  to  Order  No. 
499  shall  refund  all  amounts  collected  as 
a  result  of  including  these  advances  in 
rate  base. 

(C)  Except  as  provided  in  Ordering^ 
Paragraph  (B)  above  with  respect  to" 
Alaskan  advances,  we  shall  permit  the 
advance  payments  program  to  expire  as 
of  the  time  and  date  of  issuance  of  this 
order,  provided,  however,  that  no  rate 
base  treatment  will  be  accorded  to  ad¬ 
vances  under  contracts  subject  to  Orders 
465  and  499  in  the  lower  48  states  which 
advances  are  for  prospects  or  tracks 
added  to  the  advance  pasnnent  contract 
on  or  after  the  date  of  issuance  of  this 
order;  and  provided  further  that  rate 
base  treatment  shall  be  denied  for  ad¬ 
vances  made  under  contracts  under  Or¬ 
ders  465  and  499  where  such  advances  are 
made  after  December  31, 1980. 

(D)  The  Secretary  shall  cause  prompt 
publication  of  this  order  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEALl  Kenneth  F.  Plumb, 

Secretary. 

Appendix  A 

RESPONDENTS  IN  DOCKET  NO.  R-^11  AND  Rl(74-4 
mVESTIGATTON  OF  ADVANCE  PAYMENT  PROGRAM 

State,  Federal,  Municipal  Governments 

City  of  Los  Angeles 
City  of  San  Diego 
City  of  Santa  Barbara 
Federal  Energy  Administration 
Public  Service  Commission  of  the  State  of 
New  York 

Public  UtUity  Commission,  State  of  Califor- 
nlr. 

Representative  Robert  J.  Lagomarsino 
Representative  John  E.  Moss 
Representative  Thomas  M.  Rees 
Senator  Alan  Cranston 
Senator  Warren  Magnuson 
Senator  Lee  Metcalf 
Senator  John  V.  Tunney  (2) 

Consumer  Representation 
545  Individual  Letters  of  Protest  filed 
Distributors 

Southern  California  Qas  Company  and  Pa¬ 
cific  Lighting  Service  Company 
Southern  Indiana  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
Western  Kentucky  Gas  Company 


Pipelines 

Cascade  Natural  Gas  Corporation 
Cities  Service  Gas  Company 
Columbia  Gas  Transmission  Corporation 
Consolidated  Gas  Supply  Corporation  CNG 
Producing  Company 
Eastern  Shore  Natural  Gas  Company 
El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Oxnpany 
Kansas  Nebraska  Natural  Gas  Ckanpany 
Michigan  Wisconsin  Pipe  Line  Company 
Mid  Louisiana  Gas  Company 
Mississippi  River  Transmission  Company 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Company 
Northwest  Pipeline  CiKporatlon 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Panhandle  EUistem  Pipeline  Company 
Southern  Natural  Gas  Company 
Tennessee  Gas  Pipe  Line  Compcmy 
Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation; 

Texas  Eastern  Exploration  Company 
Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corporation 
Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  Ccxporation 
Transwestern  Pipeline  Company 
TrunkUne  Gas  Company 
United  Gas  Pipeline  Company 

Others 

General  Motors  Corporation 
Producers 

Adobe  Oil  Company 
Alamo  Petroleum  Company 
Almlnex  (UB.)  Inc. 

Alpar  Resources,  Inc. 

Amarex,  Inc. 

Amax  Petroleum  Corporation 
Amerada  Hess  Ccxporation 
American  Gas  Engineering,  Inc. 

American  Independent  Oil  Company 
American  Natural  Gas  Production  company 
American  Petrofina  Exploration  Company 
American  Resources  Management  Corpora¬ 
tion 

Amoco  Production  Company:  Midwest  Oil 
Corporation 

Anadarko  Production  Company 
George  G.  Anderman,  Jr.  et  al 
The  Anschutz  Corporatlcm,  Inc. 

An-Son  Corporation 

Apache  Corporation 

Apco  Oil  Corp.  Monitor  Natural  Gas 

Aquitaine  Company  of  Canada  Ltd. 

Arapahoe  Gas  Ltd. 

Carl  M.  Archer 
Argonaut  Exploration,  Inc. 

ARGO  Petroleum  Corporation 
George  W.  Arrington 
Ashland  Oil,  Inc. 

ASPCO 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company 

Austral  Gas  Company 

Aztec  Oil  &  Gas  Company 

The  Ballard  &  Cardell  Corporation,  et  al. 

Barnes  Exploration  Company 

Basin  Petroleum  Corporation 

H.  W.  Bass  &  Sons,  Inc. 

Perry  R.  Bass 

Beaver  Mesa  Exploration  Company 
Beta  Exploration,  Inc. 

Belco  Petroleum  Company:  Belco  19.70  Oil 
and  Gas  Fund,  Ltd.;  Belco  1971  Oil  and 
Gas  Fund,  Ltd. 

Bibler  Oil  &  Gas  Exploration  Limited,  et  al. 
David  C.  Bintllff 
Aubrey  C.  Black,  et  al. 

Black  River  Corporation 
BMG  Inc. — Benson  Oil  Company 
Bobcat  Oil  Company 
Bolin  OU  Co.  &  Cyrus  Frost 
Bonray  Oil  Company 

B.  P.  Alaska  Inc. 

C.  F.  Braun  &  Company 
Brldger  Petroleum  Corporation 
Brooks  Hall  Oil  Corporation 

H.  L.  Brown,  Jr. 

Ray  O.  Brownlie 

Brownlie,  Wallace  &  Armstrong 

W.  W.  Buchanan 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41.  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


NOTICES 


2781 


Burk  Oas  Corporation,  et  al. 

Burtnah  Oil  and  Oas  Company 
Burmah  Oil  Development,  Inc. 

Buttes  Resources  Company 
C  ft  K  Petroleum  Inc.,  et  al. 

Cabot  Corporation 
California  Company,  The 
Rodney  P.  Calvin 
Calvin  O.  Campbell 

Canadian  Occidental  of  California,  Inc. 
Canadian  Superior  Oil  Ltd. 

Candel  Oil  TJmttiwi 
E.  O.  Catlett 
Cayman  Corporation 
Champlln  B:[^lOTatl(m,  Inc. 

Chaparral  Resources,  Inc. 

Chevron  Oil  Company,  et  al. 

ChOTney  Oil  Company 
Cities  Service  Oil  Con^>any 
Clark  Oil  Productlng  Company 
Cleary  Petroleum  Corporation 
George  F.  Clements,  Jr. 

CNQ  Producing  Con^>any 
Coleve,  a  Joint  Venture 
Ted  Collins  ft  R.  E.  Tucker 
William  B.  Colllster 
ColOTado  Oil  and  Oas  Corporation 
Colt  OU  Inc. 

Columbia  Oas  Development  Corporation,  Co¬ 
lumbia  Gas  Development  of  Canada,  Ltd. 
Continental  Oil  Company 
Coquina  Oil  Corpmatlon,  et  al. 

BUI  Cotner— c/o  Meadco  Properties 

Harold  D.  Couraon 

Crab  Run  Gas  Company 

John  L.  Crawford 

Crystal  Oil  Company 

CSG  Exploration  Company 

Dalco  OU  Company 

Damson  1970  Exploration  Fund 

Danden  Petroleiun,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Davis  Oil  Company 
Dawson  Operation  Co.,  Inc. 

Delta  Drilling  Company,  et  al. 

Depco,  Inc. 

Frank  M.  Dever 

Diamond  Shamrock  Corporation 
DixUvn  Comoration 
Doric  Corporation 
John  R.  Dorr 

Dover  Exploration  Company 
Dyco  Petroleum  Corporation 
Earlsboro  Oil  and  Oas  Company,  Inc. 

Eason  OU  Company 
Ecee,  Inc. 

E.  K.  Edmlnston,  et  al. 

Emerald  OU  Company 
Energetics,  Inc. 

Energy  Minerals  Comoration 

Harold  B.  Ehrlich,  Bernstein-Macaulay,  Inc. 

Equity  Oil  Company 

Eschbia  OU  Company 

Exploration  Associates 

Exxon  Corporation 

Ferguson  Oil  Company,  Inc. 

Finley  Company  (as  a  member  of  Mallard 
Exploration  Co.,  et  al.) 

Flag — Redfem  OU  Company 

Freeport  OU  Con^mny 

Front  Range  Land  Investment  Corporation 

Fuel  Resources  Development  Company 

Roy  R.  Gardner 

Gas  Producing  Enterprises,  Inc. 

General  American  Oil  Co.  of  Texas 
General  Crude  Oil  Company 
Getty  OU  Company 
OMC  OU  and  Oas  Corporation 
Ooldklng  Production  Company 
Oraham-Mltchaelis  Drilling  Company 
1973  Great  Basins  Exploration  ft  Development 
Program 

Great  Southern  OU  ft  Oas  Company,  Inc. 
Orynberg,  Jack  J.,  et  al. 

Ouemsev  Petroleum  Corporation 
H  ft  L  Ooerating  Company 
Hadson  Ohio  OU  Company,  et  al. 

HamUton  Brothers  Exploration  Company 


Jake  L.  Hamon,  et  al. 

NeU  E.  Hanson 
Harper  OU  Company 
Harrington  ft  Bibler,  Inc. 

Harrington  ft  Bibler,  Ltd. 

Harrington  Oil  ft  Oas  Exploration  Limited, 
et  al. 

WUllam  O.  Hells,  Estate  of 
Helmerlck  ft  Payne,  Inc. 

Highland  Resources,  Inc. 

Robert  K.  HUlln 
HNO  OU  Con4>any 
F.  O.  HoU,  et  al. 

Home  Petroleum  Corporation 
Hoover  ft  Bracken,  Inc. 

Hughes  ft  Hughes  (Operator)  et  al. 

Hunt  Industries 

Hassle  Hunt  Trust 

Hunt  OU  Company 

Hunt  Petroleum  Corporation 

Hurley  Petroleum  Corporation 

Husky  OU  Limited 

Hytech:  Southwestern  Natural  Oas,  Inc., 
Western  States  Producing  Company 
Hus  Indtistrles,  Inc. 

Imperial  American  Resources  Funds,  Inc. 
Imperial  OU,  Ltd. 

Indicated  Small  Producers  Respondents 

Anderson  Oil  Com{>any 
Thomas  Vessels 
John  E.  Schalk 

Clinton  OU  Company  • 

Inexco  OU  Company 

Integral  Petroleum  Corp.  (for  Powers  Oper¬ 
ating  Co.) 

JadoU,  Hic. 

Jack  O.  Jones 

Jones  ft  Pellow  OU  Company,  et  al. 

Jiinlper  Petroleum  Corporation 
K.  S.  Oil  Company,  et  al. 

ICansas  Petroleum,  Inc. 

The  Kemmerer  Coal  Company 
Howard  L.  Kennedy 
Kerr-McGee  Crporatlon 
Kewanee  OU  Company 
KUroy  Properties,  Inc. 

Kimball  Production  Company 
King  Resources  Company 
Kirkpatrick  Oil  ft  Gas  Company 
Know  Industries,  Inc. 

Ladd  Petroleum  Company 
Lear  Petroleum  Corporation 
Leasehold  Interests,  Inc 
Edward  H.  Leede 
Jack  Little,  et  al. 

Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company 
The  Louisiana  Land  Offshore  Exploration  Co. 
Inc. 

Mackellar  OU  Company,  et  al. 

Mallard  Exploration,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Responses  filed  by:  Charles  E.  Marsh,  Finley 
Company,  Washoe  Company 
Malouf  Abraham  Company,  Inc. 

Management  Control  Corporation 
Mapco,  Inc. 

Marathon  Oil  Company 
Marlon  Corporation 
Martin  OU  Services,  Inc. 

J.  A.  Matthews 
Jack  O.  McCall 

McCormick  OU  and  Oas  Corporation 
McCulloch  Gas  Processing  Corporation 
McCullock  Interstate  Oas  Corporation 
McCulloch  OU  Corp.  of  Texas 
McDowell  Oil  Properties,  Inc 
McMoRan  Exploration  Company 
Mesa  Petroleum  Company 
Metcalfe — ^Blair 
Midlands  Oas  Corporation 
Midland  National  Bank 
MUes  Kimball  Company,  et  al. 

Mitchell  Energy  Corporation,  et  al. 

John  F.  Mitchell 
MobU  Oil  Corporation 
Mobreal  Ohio  Producers 
Monsanto  Company 


Robert  Mosbacher 
Mountain  Petroleum,  Ltd. 

MRT  Exploration  Company 
David  L.  Murphy 
Murphy  OU  Corporation 
Natrasco  Incorporated 
Natural  Gas  Anadarko,  Inc. 

Norris  OU  Company 

North  American  Royalties,  Inc. 

Northland  Resources  Co.  ft  Joseph  B.  GoiUd 
Occidental  Petroleum  CorpcMratton 
Ocean  DriUlng  ft  Exploration  Company 
Ocean  OU  ft  Oas  Company 
The  Offshore  Company 
Walter  Ohmart,  Jr. 

Oleum,  Inc. 

Joseph  I.  O’NeUl,  Jr. 

W.  B.  Osborn,  Jr.,  et  al. 

Outline  OU  Corporation,  et  al. 

Pacific  Oil  and  Gas  Company 
Pacific  Transmission  Supply  Company 
Paramount  Petroleum,  Inc. 

Pauley  Petroleum  Company 
W.  C.  Payne 
Pelto  OU  Company 

Pennzoll  Company  (PennzoU  United,  Inc.) 
Pennzoll  Louislana-Texas  Offshore,  Inc. 
PenzoU  Offshore  Oas  Operators,  Inc. 
Petroleum,  Inc. 

Petroleum  Reserve  Corporation,  et  al. 
Petro-Lewls  Funds.  Inc. 

PhUcon  Development  Co.,  et  al. 

Phillips  Petroleum  Company 
Pinto,  Inc. 

Placid  OU  Cmnpany 
Plains  Petroleum  LlnUted 
A  W.  Pogue 

The  Polumbus  Corporation 
Prenaita  Corporation,  et  al. 

Price  Exploration 
Producers  Oas  Company 
E.  D.  Propps 

Prudential  Funds,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Quintana  Group 

Reserves  OH  and  Oas  Company  for  Port 
Stockton  Oil  Company 
John  C.  Robbins 
Glen  W.  Roberts 
Rocket  Oil  ft  Gas  Company 
The  Rodman  Corporation,  et  al. 

Rowan  Companies,  Inc. 

St.  Regis  Paper  Company 

Samedan  Offshore  Corporation 

Satallite  Oas  Company 

Scbusterman  Development  Company 

Scurry  Rainbow  Oil  Limited 

Shaffer  Investment  Company.  Fred  I.  Shaffer 

Shell  Oil  Comnany 

Shenandoah  Oil  Corporation 

George  O.  Shettle 

Sldwell  Oil  ft  Oas,  Inc. 

Slnger-Fleischaker  OU  Company 
J.  B.  Singer 
SkeUy  Oil  Comnany 
Glen  S.  Soderstrom.  et  al. 

Sonat  Exploration  Company 
Southland  Royalty  Company 
Southwest  Gas  Producing  Co.,  Inc.  (Eason) 
Southwest  Oil  Industries,  Inc. 

Ralph  Spence 

Standard  Oil  of  Caltfomla 

Standard  Oil  of  Indiana — (Amoco) 

Standard  Oil  of  Ohio  (Sohlo) 

Statex  Petroleum,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Guy  M.  Steele 

Charles  C.  Stephenson.  Jr. 

Stuarco  Oil  Company.  Inc. 

Suburban  Prooane  Oas  Corp. 

Sundance  Oil  Company 
Sun  Oil  Company 
Superior  Oil  Company,  The 
Swlft-Stemo  Corporation 
Tamarack  Petroleum  Company,  Inc. 

TBP  Offshore  Comoany 
Tenneco  Oil  Comnany 
Tenneco  Oil  ft  Minerals,  Ltd. 

Terra  Resources,  Inc. 
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Tesoro  Petroleum  Corporation 
Texaco  Inc. 

Texana  Oil  Company 

Texas  Eastern  Exploration  Company:  (See 
comments  filed  by  Texas  Eastern  Trans¬ 
mission  Corporation) 

Texas  Oas  Exploration  Corporation 
Texasgulf  Inc. 

Texas  International  Pertoleum  Corp. 

Texas  Oil  &  Gas  Corporation 
Texas  Pacific  Oil 

Texas  West  Oil  &  Gas  Corporation 
T.  F.  Thagard 

Tiger  Oil  Company — (formerly  Mike  Davis) 
Toledo  Mining  Company 
Tomlinson  Interest,  et  al. 

Transco  Exploration  Company 
TransOcean  Oil,  Inc. 

Trlcentrol  U.S.  Inc. 

True  Oil  Company 
Trunkline  Exploration  Company 
Union  Oil  Company  of  California 
Union  Texas  of  Canada.  Ltd. 

Union  Texas  Petroleum 

United  Petroleum  Exploration,  Inc. 

Vanderbilt  Resources  Corp. 

Baylor  Van  Meter,  Jr. 

V.  P.  Vasicek 
Vlerson  &  Cochran 
Wainocc,  Inc. 

R.  E.  Warren,  Jr.,  et  al. 

Watson  Oil  Corporation,  et  al. 

Webb  Resources,  Inc. 

Westates  Petroleum  Company 
Westland  Oil  Development  Corporation 
Westrans  Petroleum,  Inc. 

West  Ridge  Resources,  Ltd. 

Thomas  W.  Wheatley,  et  al. 

Williams  Exploration  Company 
F.  Helen  Williams 
Wise  Oil  Company 
Wilson  Production  Company 


Wlntershall  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 

Woods  Petroleum  Corporation 
Harvey  E.  Yates  Co.,  Inc. 

Lee  J.  Youngblood 
Yucca  Petroleum  Co.,  et  al. 

Comments  on  Responses 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
The  People  of  the  State  of  California:  Pub¬ 
lic  Utilities  Company  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Company 

Parties  Participating  in  Oral  Argument 

Christopher  T.  Boland,  for  INO  and  A  Group 
of  Interstate  Pipeline  Companies 
Columbia  Gas  Transmission  Corporation 
Michigan  Wisconsin  Pipe  Line  Company 
Natural  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company,  The  Peo¬ 
ples  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company,  and 
North  Shore  Gas  Company 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Company 
Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe  Line,  Company  and 
Trunkline  Gas  Company 
Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Company  and 
Transwester  Pipeline  Company 
James  W.  McCartney,  for  A  Group  of  Pipe¬ 
line  Companies 

Tennessee  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company 
Transcontinental  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company 
Arizona  •Corporation  Commission,  Arizona 
Public  Service  Co.  Tucson  Gas  &  Electric 
Co. 

Exxon  Corporation 
Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
Amoco 

Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company 
Richard  Morgan,  for  Indicated  Small  Pro¬ 
ducer  Respondents  Anderson  Oil  Co.,  et  al. 


General  Motors 

United  Distribution  Companies 
Northern  Illinois  Gas  Company 
Southern  California  Gas  Company 
City  of  San  Diego,  City  Attorney 
City  of  Los  Angeles,  City  Attcwney:  To  Speak 
for  City  of  Santa  Barbara,  Calif. 

California  Consumer  Organization 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Illinois  Commerce  Commission 
New  York  Public  Service  Commission 

Comments  Filed  in  Oral  Argument 

Associated  Gas  Distributors 
Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
California  Consumer  Organization  and  Other 
Consunjer  Interests 
Exxon  Corporation 
Indiana  Gas  Company,  Inc. 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America 
Northern  Illinois  Gas  Company 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Company 
Peoples  Gas  Company 

The  Peoples  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company 
and  North  Shore  Gas  Company 
Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  State  of 
California 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation 
Appendix  B 

FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION,  BUREAU  OF 
NATURAL  GAS 

Analysis  of  Producer  Responses  to  In¬ 
vestigation  of  Advance  Payment  Pro¬ 
gram 

Docket  Nos.  R-411  and  RM74-4 
Washington,  D.C. 

November  18, 1975 
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Appendix  C 

FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION,  BUREAU  OF  NATURAL  GAS 

1973  Summary — Advance  Payment  Status  Survey  Data  as  of  April  1, 1975 
Washington,  D.C.,  November  18, 1975 

PRODUCERS  RECEIVING  ADVAlvi  ES  OF  AT  LEAST  Schedule  VI 

$5  MILLION  UNDER  A  SINGLE  AGREEMECT  1/  Page  1  of  4 


PRODUCER 

ADVANCES  RECEI'/ED 
$ 

PROVED  RESERVES 
(Mcf ) 

POTEOTIAL  RESERVES 
(Mcfl 

Sohlo  Petroleum  Company 

175,000,000 

6,000,000,000 

— 

California  Chevron 

122,730,499 

545,612,780 

1,096,408,000 

3urmah  Oil  Development 

92,199,000 

2,315,000 

462,556,000 

:k>cil  Oil  Corporation 

86,940,000 

598,666,110 

312,142,000 

Mesa  Petroleum  Conqjany 

76,552,153 

70,525,000 

662.131,246 

Tenr.eco  * 

59,000,000 

326,510,010 

41,424,668 

Cities  Service  * 

53,485,980 

194,164,988 

689,625,014 

Shell 

45,277,510 

•  835.051,875 

118,613,000 

Penntoll  Offshore  Gas 

Operators  *  2/ 

43,466,000 

255,594.250 

73,764,250 

Getty 

'♦3,099,178 

87,305,374 

607,791,975 

Skelly 

40,486,602 

198,935,911 

457,260,028 

La.  Land  i  Offshore  Expl. 

37,800,000 

69,448,000 

16,666,000 

Tenneco  Oil  &  Minerals  Ltd. 

37,500,000 

3,300,000,000 

1,470,000,000 

Exxon 

37,018,109 

231.600,000 

".’^no.DoC 

Placid 

35.914,425 

259.088,041 

303,793,614 

1/  Includes  Alaska  and  Canada. 

2/  Pipeline-affiliated  at  date 

of  agreements. 

*  Denotes  pipeline-affiliated  producer. 

PRODUCERS  RECEIVING  ADVANCES  OF  AT  LEAST 
$5  MILLION  UNDER  A  SIKGIE  AGREEMENT  V 

Schedule  VI 

Page  2  of  4 

PRODUCER 

ADVANCES  RECEI’/ED 

$ 

PROVED  REEP.RVES 
(Mcf) 

POTENTIAL  RESERVES 
(Mcf) 

Hunt  Oil 

34,49'(’,202 

182,918,473 

181,512,342 

Atlantic  Richfield  Coiq>any 

31,483,548 

116,875,381 

225,278,221 

TransOcean 

31,389,000 

275,559,545 

131,884,640 

Imperial  Oil  Ltd. 

30,004,507 

447,556 

8.000,066,820 

Union  of  California 

29,811,061 

95,487,000 

214,877,000 

Sun  Oil 

29,087,809 

259,854,000 

283,699,000 

Texas  Eastern  Expl.  Company  * 

29,000,000 

79,259,000 

71,991,000 

Marathon 

28,500,000 

141,608,000 

16,067,000 

Ashland  Oil 

24,315,934 

190,679,059 

145,441.396 

Aguitalne  Co.  of  Canada 

21,125,623 

1,383,729,352 

206,590,792 

Hamilton  Bros.  Oil  Company 

16,449,702 

185,529,261 

172,233,629 

Continental  Oil 

15,677,000 

146,624,25? 

22,875,085 

Texas  Gas  Expl.  * 

14,962,000 

59,450.032 

2£7.'*65,556 

Panhandle  Western  * 

14,869,103 

361,629,000 

52^M38,000 

Pennsoxl  La.  and  Tex.  Offshore  * 

■  2/ 

14,653,000 

55,784,25c 

51.219,000 

1/  Includes  Alaska  ar.d  Canada 

t 

£/  Pipeline-affiliated  at  date  of  airreement 
*  Denotes  pipeline-affiliated  producer. 
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PRODUCERS  RECEIVING  ADVANCES  OF  AT  LEAST  Schedule  VI 

$5  MILLION  UNDER  A  SINGLE  AGREEMENT  1/  Page  3  of  4 


PRODUCER 

ADVANCES  RECEI\'ED 
$ 

PROVED  RESSRTOS 
(Mcf ) 

POTENTIAL  RESERVES 
(Mcf) 

Ocean  Drill  &  Expl. 

13,734,385 

35,441,470 

76,251,230 

Mallard 

13,646,203 

42,784,000 

— 

General  American 

13,474,230  • 

16,398,340' 

198,000,000 

Davis  Cii 

13,262,930 

16,053,173 

9,467,000 

Texas  Gulf 

11,788,344 

89,952,000 

28,991,000 

TransCanada  Pipe  Line 

11,685,247 

— 

— 

Midlands  Gas  Corporation  * 

10,958,555 

172,500,000' 

128,000,000 

Superior 

10,842,474 

265,818,268 

144,254,107 

Phillips  Petroleum 

10,742,256 

47,934,000 

28,991,000 

Perry  R.  Bass 

10,738,657 

142,307,000 

301,371,000 

Union  Texas  Petroleum 

10,410,544 

^7,934,000 

28,991,000 

Burmah  Cil  S:  Gas 

10,391,261 

11.704,000 

— 

B.  P.  Alaska 

10,286,875 

1,500,000,000 

— 

Rodman  Corporation 

10,000,000 

83,719,669 

350,000,000 

Occidental  Petroleum  Corp. 

9,697,500 

48,998,900 

33,566,361 

1/  Includes  Alaska  and  Canada 
*  Denotes  v -Feline-affiliated  producer. 


PRODUCERS  RECEIVING  ADVANCES  OF  AT  LEAST 
$5  MILLION  UNDER  A  SINGLE  AGREEMENT  1/ 

Schedule  VI 

Page  4  of  4 

PRODUCER 

ADVANCES  RECEI'JED 

4 

PROVED  RESERVES 
(Mcf) 

POTENTIAL  RESERVES 
(Mcf) 

Highland  Resources 

9,669,000 

' 36,410,530 

77,318,000 

Amerada  Hess 

9,273,533  . 

263,802,206 

37,726,498 

Coleve  a  jt.  venture  * 

9,201,334 

342,296,000 

231,009,000 

Mitchell  Energy  Corporation 

8,596,000 

910,100,000 

64,728,000 

La.  Land  &  Expl.  Company 

8,500,000 

28,004,072 

— 

Columbia  Gas  Dev.  of  Canada 

Ltd.  * 

8,201,263 

1,353,000,000 

248,000,000 

Panarctic  Oils  Ltd. 

7,991,859 

2,000,000 

— 

Amoco  Canada  Ltd. 

7,441,433 

487,410,183 

72,770,339 

Clark  Oil  Ehroduction 

6,861,063 

29,645,278 

24,699,825 

Magnorth  Petroleum  Ltd 

5,994,875 

— 

- 

Columbia  Gas  Dev.  Corporation  * 

5,370,000 

76,583,000 

t- 

Bridger  Petroleum 

5,301,632 

27,450,000 

-  10,000.000 

Hudson  Bay  Oil  &  Gas 

5,203,382 

338,976,408 

50,609,176 

Forest  Oil  Corporation 

5,000,000 

— 

29,141,000 

Total 

1,626,559,780 

(7756) 

22,929,874,502 

(81^) 

21,252,587,915 

(90^) 

T7  Includes  AlasRa  and  Canada. 

*  Denotes  pipeline-affiliated  producer. 


FCOERAL  tEGiSTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  12— MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


NOTICES 


2787 


FCOERAL  REOISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


I  iM 


s 


II  y  s  = 

IH  lli,l 

SV  s  j  i  i  1 1  ■ , ,  { 1 i 1 1 1 « 


I  5  ? 

3|  I  g  3  2 

£  S  S  S 

g 


1 1 


’■  I 


i  J I 

I  g  3  3 
£  3  S  S  I 

Siii 


nil 


FEDEKAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


FEOiRAL  REGISTER,  VOL  41,  NO.  12— MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


HOilAL  lioism,  VOL.  41,  NO.  12— MONDAY,  JANUAIY  19,  1976 


NOTICES 


JJ  i  :■  i  !- 5  3  S  S  5  5  2  2  5 

Hr  "  *  5  '  ■  *  '  r  =  2  5  S  3  2  3  5  .  .  I 

.  !-  I  I  I  i  s  i  §  I  I  2  s 

\h  :- :-  5  I  “■  *  *-  =  s  i  5  §  5  5  i 

(ir  -  •  =  “  -  =  I  •  •  §  •  *  *  1 3  s  s  2  § 


*-  •  *-  *  *  I  s  2  3  I  S  §  a 

~  3  "  a  a  “33  "  3  •*  *  ''  s'  8  s'  '  a 


|M  I  !• . :-  I  s  a  I  § 

*|r  :■  3  '  5  ■  §  5  ■  s  ■  •  ’  ■  s 

^  2  S 

I J  I  £  s  3  3  2  Hi  §  s  S  5  §  S  2  S  S  S 
I  »  s 

!=•  M.  5  2  i  a  3  2  S  s  I  3  S  2 

■  S .  i  .  1 1  .  .  i  =  i  5  =  I  s  5  5  i  i .  i 

in  I  -  =  -  =  -■  s  -■  i  •■  1 1  :•  *  :■ 


5J  :■ ;■  !■  !•  !■  !■  ?  =■  I  -.  M.  s  s.  i  s  3  5 1  s 

iH  5  =  5  :•  I  !■  !■"'■  =  5  ?  5  s  s  I  i  i  i  i  i 

•SI  -  -  -  “22sasaas*» 


2  I  5  3  5 

H  3  •  S 
*  S  *  1  - 
8  a  •  J  5 


s  I  :  £ 

3||3 


fillMinii 

lllllllj||!l 


yj  *■  I  i  i  :■ .  I !  .  :•  !■!■..  i  t 

Si  1 1 'I  I-'  ‘  !■?!•!*• ’M.i.m  i 

Ur  “  '  ''  5  *  s  *  a  -•  5  H  *  «  i'  ;•  I  i 


!l  !  I  •  §  \  •  2.  i 


!■  !• *-  M.  i  5  H  .  5  s  g 

“SSaaagss-  S"3 


LIJ  *■  I  }■  s'  -■  s  -•  -■  I  s  :■  *■  ’•  M.  *. !  s  s  8  ?  I 

ill  :•  ?■;•*  =  !■  I  =  !  ?.  5  ;.  i  5.  3  s.  1 1  3  i;  S  I 

I  . . . U 

i  .yyiijji  I  iM  .8  ; 

j  Ssi  “  “■  o  2  S  •  5  s  •  2 

*  2  3 


ss1  -■  ~  "  =■  '  ••  ~  ®  i 


3  S  :  3 
3  S  I  3 

:  i  ^  • 
n  3  2 

3  r  3 

ills 


3  3  .  J 

I  i  3 1  i  H 

1  3  I  :  j  t  3 


ii  i  i  ,  ,  ,  , 
HI  iiil!  j  i  1! 
jililillllilHlHl 
Illiii!lj|j|jjl|j< 


nOIIAl  liOlSTil,  VOl.  41,  NO,  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1976 


FCOERAL  RIOISTH,  VOL.  41.  NO.  12-MONOAY.  JANUARY  19,  1976 


federal  register,  VOL.  41 


<«kt(llUM<  at  turn  af  acnaMM;  atataa  at  afntlKlaa  U  llcicatlaa. 


2800 


NOTICES 


11  is  §  § 

iii ^  a 


l  I  B!  B  5ii  a  Hi 

!•  !•  *:•*  ■  !•?•  I  s’§  52  s  5  s 


S  S  i  s 

•  i  i  it  s 


S  !•  I  !■*■  *-  §.8  5S  ?  5  i  S 

y  S*  2  8  ||  2  58  28  r  •*  |  g  i 

m  *  ~  .  ,-g-g- 


§  §  3  is 
I  i  8  s'S 


88  2  a  8 

8s  i  3  S 

33  •  2  g 


8  ^3  n 


553  88  8  ^‘K  V 
as  a  "■-■  ■• 


fIJ 

111  5  §8 


3  3s33  8S  8  8  3 

8  S58i  ?S.  I  8  8 


i  -5 . 8  ..  8S5 

:■  3  ^  *  i 

i  Ilf  2  5  **  852 

I  2!  2  **■*•-  2’*  23  2  3  3 

*  83  «S  3  a-  •  3S  g  J-  g- 


I  ii!  Oil  ill  i{{  jig 

f  m  n  1 1 1,  ii  1  iii  II I  i  jj; 


Hi  n 


.3  JS _ 

3,  |3333 

3;  :«fJ 

|l  nil 

j8  |88H8 

s  J 


>  .  i  ! 
?  a  I 

S3iM3t  i 

as  a“  I"  !• 


P  fliSp  pipHlj 

>  i  i  i  i  i  I  I  j  !  jl  I  iis  I 


tt  I 

.  38  5. 


ifj  g-  J.  28  3  83  ss 

8*  .  8  IS.  3  38  ..  r 


8  2  2  3 

>8  8  8  S 

3  5 


s  a  a 

'2  S  '  i' 


58  8  8  88  8 
8*  8  8  IS  8 


22  88 
82  ••  88 


Ii  I  HI  |i  l|  I 

Jlliiiiggl 

i!|j.  jjl  |ji 

»  hi  if  |M  si  iS^  l22  |ji  hj  B  8  B 

I  Ul  1!  II  111  1  ||2  m  3|j  i  I  B 
i|H|iniH|jaiiii  jj|h  n! 
3  H  I  I  I  !  I  I  III 


IFB  Doc.7e-1347  Filed  l-16-76;8:4«  am] 

FCDiRAL  IIGISTII,  VOL  41,  NO.  12 — MONDAY,  JANUARY  19,  1974 


